To measure English language listening comprehension and reading comprehension skills in samples of nonnative-English speakers, the TOEIC (Test of English for International Communication) test uses seven different types of test items (four for assessing listening comprehension and three for assessing reading comprehension).
a (here and hereafter, see correspondingly lettered endnotes). Listening comprehension items included in the TOEIC test are designed to measure understanding of spoken English in real-life situations; and reading comprehension items are designed to measure examinees' ability to comprehend types of materials that people in the business-world use, including manuals, reports, forms, notices, advertisements, periodicals, memoranda and so on.
To measure these skills, the test uses seven different types of test items or questions: four of the item types are designed to measure aspects of developed ability to comprehend utterances in English (listening comprehension) and the remaining three types are designed to measure aspects of developed ability to read and comprehend material written in English (reading comprehension).
Brief designations of the seven item types and the number of items by type are provided in Table 1 ; the item types are described briefly in Table 2 , and illustrative items of each type are shown in the appendix.
For scoring purposes, differences in performance on item types within the respective sections are not taken into account.
Summary number-right raw scores on the respective 100-item sections (listening comprehension and reading comprehension) are translated into an arbitrarily defined standard-score scale with scores ranging from 5 to 495; a total score is derived by adding the two scaled sectionscores, hence can vary between 10 and 990. About two hours of actual testing time are involved.
Internal consistency reliability coefficients for the two section scores in samples used to develop new versions of the TOEIC test tend to exceed .90 and total score reliability typically is higher than that for either section. Thus, TOEIC test scores provide a highly reliable basis for inferences about individual and group differences in performance.
Evidence Bearing on TOEIC Test Validity
The two TOEIC test sections have general face validity as measures requiring the exercise of English-language listening comprehension skills and reading comprehension skills, respectively.
Findings of previous research reviewed briefly 
TOEIC Total
# To avoid confusing references to the "Reading Comprehension" item type with references to the identically named section in which it is found, throughout the remainder of this report, the item type itself will be referred to as the "Reading Passage(s) item type". Table 2 . Brief Description of TOEIC Item Types
Listening Comprehension
Single Picture Each item involves a picture in the test booklet, showing a familiar situation (e.g., man writing at a desk, girl sitting on a park bench). The examinee is asked to choose the letter in the test booklet that corresponds to most accurate of four spoken statements describing the picture.
Question-Response A question in English, spoken only one time is followed by three spoken responses, also spoken only one time in English. Questions pertain to situations deemed to be generally familiar (e.g., What will the weather be like tomorrow; How do I get to the airport from here?). Examinees are asked to choose the letter in the test booklet that corresponds to the most accurate of the spoken responses.
Short Conversations
Examinees hear a short conversation between two people, followed by a brief written question and four short, written answers. They are to choose the best answer to each question and mark it on the answer sheet. Conversations are on general topics (e.g., need for resurfacing a stretch of highway, how was your trip to Manila?).
Short Talks A short talk is presented on a general topic (e.g., sale on women's coats and hats, news-style account of how Big Ben stopped after more than a century). Two or more written questions and response options (four) are provided in the test booklet.
Reading Comprehension
Incomplete Sentences Examinees are asked to identify the word or phrase that best completes a sentence from which a word or phrase has been omitted; no spoken material is involved.
Error Recognition Four words or phrases are underlined and lettered in a sentence. Examinees are instructed to identify the one underlined word or phrase that should be corrected or rewritten and mark the corresponding letter on the answer sheet.
Reading Comprehension A brief reading passage is followed by one or more written questions, each with four written answer options, to be answered on the basis of what is stated or implied in the written passage. Examinees are instructed to choose the one option that best answers a question. Questions are based on a variety of reading passages, such as notices, letters, newspaper and magazine articles (e.g., announcement for prospective museum vistors, welcome card for hotel vistors, travel agency blurb, and so on).
Note. To avoid confusing references to the "Reading Comprehension" item type with references to the identically named section in which it is found, throughout the remainder of this report, the item type itself will be referred to as the "Reading Passage(s) item type".
below provide evidence regarding concurrent-and discriminant validity properties of TOEIC test scores.
In the initial TOEIC test validation study (Woodford, 1982a (Woodford, , 1982b involving data for a sample (N = 99) of Japanese examinees from introductory TOEIC test administrations in Japan in 1979, TOEIC test LC scores were found to be relatively highly correlated (r = .83) with a direct measure of ESL speaking proficiency, namely the Language Proficiency Interview (LPI) procedure (see, for example, Lowe and Stansfield, 1988 Subsequent research (e.g., Saegusa, 1989; Wilson, 1989; Wilson and Chavanich, 1989; Wilson, Komarakul and Woodhead, 1994) Tables 1 and 2, above) , were not at issue in any of the studies involved.
No such studies could be located in a review of pertinent journals, and none appears to have been conducted under either CGI or ETS auspices. This is understandable because it has been tacitly assumed as a working proposition that the four different types of questions included in the Listening Comprehension section constitute primarily somewhat different methods of measuring the same general underlying proficiency dimension, and that this also holds for the three item types in the Reading Comprehension section; also that the two general proficiency dimensions involved, albeit closely related are psychometrically distinguishable. Table 3 shows for the Japanese and Korean samples initially selected (a) observed correlations between numberright scores for the seven TOEIC item-types (above the diagonal), (b) coefficients corrected for attenuation due to measurement error (below the diagonal), (c) the estimated reliability coefficients that were used in correcting the observed coefficients (in the diagonal) and (d) corresponding descriptive statistics. From inspection of Table 3 , outcomes for the Japanese and Korean samples appear to be generally quite similar.
As noted earlier, corrected coefficients at or above .9 for two or more item-type subscores can be thought of as being consistent with the hypothesis that the different types of items involved are simply different methods of measuring the same general underlying ability or construct.
From findings reported in Table 3 it can be seen that scores on the four item types that make up the Listening Comprehension (LC) section correlate very highly with each other (corrected coefficients above .90) indicating strong within-section consistency; corresponding across-section corrected coefficients for LC item types with the three Reading Comprehension (RC) section item types average in the mid-.70s, suggesting their psychometric distinctiveness.
However, the three RC item types do not demonstrate such internal consistency:
for Incomplete Sentences and Error Recognition subscores, the corrected coefficient surpasses .90, but these two subscores correlate no more highly with the Reading Passages subscore than with the several LC-section subscores.
As for the Reading Passages subscore, its correlations with all other subscores, regardless of type, clearly are well below the .90 level.
The general correlational findings just reviewed suggest that the acquired skills measured by items involving spoken stimuli (in the Listening Comprehension section) and those measured by the items that do not involve spoken stimuli (all from the Reading Comprehension section) may tend to tap distinguishable albeit closely related aspects of developed proficiency in English; and that this may be true as well for aspects of proficiency being tapped by the Reading Passages Note. Entries in parentheses are estimated reliability coefficients used in correcting coefficients for attenuation. Reliablities were estimated using the Rulon formula (e.g., Guilford, 1950, p. 497) . In evaluating these coefficients, it should be kept in mind that internal consistency reliability estimates generally tend to overestimate reliability, especially when several items are referenced to the same stimulus--e.g., several questions associated with a single reading passage.
items as opposed to the Incomplete Sentences and Error Recognition items.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
To provide more detailed evidence bearing on dimensionality, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted involving intercorrelations of scores on TOEIC item-type parcels (subsets of several items of the same type).
In the present instance, the 200 TOEIC test items (100 from the Listening Comprehension section and 100 from the Reading Comprehension section) were divided into a total of 40 parcels, each including five items as enumerated in Table 4 . The decision to include five items in each parcel was arbitrary, based on the general assumption that division of the test into parcels of five items would provide enough parcels of each type to permit adequate identification of factors.
The parcels themselves were defined primarily as "spaced" samples of the respective types (i.e., parcels included every fifth item, by type). A strict "equal spacing" design was modified somewhat for the last five items in each item-type grouping within the test; these were assigned to parcels in such a way that the last item in each item-type set was included in the same parcel as the first item in that set, the next to last item was included in the same parcel as the second item, and so on (see Table 4 ). This was done in order (a) to attain rough balance across parcels with respect to difficulty (assuming a tendency to place easier items earlier than more difficult items within item-type sets and test sections, respectively) and (b) to reduce the likelihood of interpretive complications associated with possible end-ofset,
-section or -test effects ("practice" effects, speededness, fatigue, and so on).
The factor analytic approach was exploratory in nature. First, principal components analyses were made of matrices of intercorrelations of scores on the 40 item-type parcels for the respective language groups (Japanese and Korean) and for the combined sample (N=2,080).
In each analysis, the first three principal components had eigenvalues of 1.0 or greater, a recognized criterion (e.g., Kaiser, 1960; Harman, 1976) for initial decisions regarding the number of common factors in an analysis (see Table  5 , which shows the four largest eigenvalues, only).
Thus, the findings of the principal components analysis--like those of the analysis of intact item-type subscores described above--suggested exploration of a three-factor model in each of the samples. Accordingly the three components were rotated to a three-factor, orthogonal (varimax) solution in each of the national samples and in the combined sample. For perspective the corresponding two-factor solutions were also obtained. Table 6 shows factor loadings of parcels for the two-factor and three-factor solutions, respectively. 
Reading Rd001 = R61 R69 R77 R85 R100 Passage Rd002 = R62 R70 R78 R86 R99 Rd003 = R63 R71 R79 R87 R98 Rd004 = R64 R22 R80 R88 R97 Rd005 = R65 R73 R81 R89 R96 Rd006 = R66 R74 R82 R90 R95 Rd007 = R67 R75 R83 R91 R94 Rd008 = R68 R76 R84 R92 R93 Note. "L" = listening item, "R" = reading item. It can be discerned in Table 6 that solutions involving three factors emerged relatively consistently and clearly across samples. For example, three comparably marked factors emerged in the same order in each analysis; the first factor was defined by uniformly high loadings for parcels of itemtypes from the Listening Comprehension section, the second by similarly high loadings for Incomplete Sentences and Error Recognition parcels, and the third by loadings for Reading Passages parcels. Moreover, in each solution, loadings for parcels defining a factor were uniformly high for that factor and relatively uniformly low for the other factors --that is, the factors were relatively cleanly defined.
Moreover, findings not shown in the table indicated that extraction of a third factor resulted in a reduction in the percentage of residuals greater than or equal to .05 in absolute value, for example, in the combined-sample analysis, from 15 percent to 9 percent.
With somewhat less across-sample consistency than that described above for the three-factor solutions, the several two-factor solutions were nonetheless generally similar. For example, in each analysis two similarly marked factors emerged, one relatively clearly defined by loadings for Listening Comprehension items and the other characterized by higher loadings for parcels involving the three nonlistening item types than for the Listening Comprehension parcels. However, lack of strong correlational affinity between the Reading Passage item type and the other two nonlistening item types, evidenced by the emergence of separate factors in the three-factor solutions, is suggested indirectly in the twofactor solutions by uneven patterns of loadings for the three sets of Reading Passages item-type parcels as compared to those of the two other Reading Comprehension section item types (cf. factor loadings).
For example, the Reading Passages parcels had somewhat higher average loadings for the factor involving Listening Comprehension item types than did the Incomplete Sentences and Error Recognition parcels. Median loadings (not shown in the table) for the Reading Passage parcels on the "listening" factor across analyses were .43, .34, and .35) whereas corresponding medians for the other two nonlistening item types were .25, .25 and .24).
Note in Table 6 that such unevenness of factor loadings is not discernible in the three-factor solutions.
On balance, it appears that the correlational outcomes shown in Table 4 , above, and the factor-related findings (in Tables 5 and 6 , above) tend to support the current division of the TOEIC into sections measuring listening skills versus nonlistening skills, but at the same time they also indicate that further differentiation of nonlistening skills may be warranted.
More specifically it appears that the Reading Passages item type may be tapping aspects of reading that are psychometrically distinguishable from those being tapped in common by the Error Recognition and Incomplete Sentences item types.
The former involves the ability to read "connected discourse" and answer questions designed to assess understanding (comprehension) of the the meaning, direct or implied, of material in a passage.
Correct answers to Error Recognition and Incomplete Sentences items may be somewhat more dependent than are those for Reading Passages items, upon relatively specific prior knowledge--especially but not exclusively knowledge of proper English usage, specific word knowledge, ability to recognize proper and improper usage when reading sentence-level material, and so on.
Both of the "nonlistening" dimensions thus identified--tentatively labelled Reading and Usage, respectively--correspond to proficiency domains that appear to be given somewhat more emphasis than is listening comprehension in English language curricula in Japan (e.g., Saegusa, 1983) and very likely in Korea as well.
e By inference, however, due to their focus on correct "usage" (reflecting formal knowledge or grammatical rules, for example), it is possible that performance on Usage items may tend to be more sensitive than is performance on Reading or Listening Comprehension items to differences in level of formal education in English as a foreign language which is mandatory over the last six years of secondary school and the first two years of college or university study in Japan.
Further Analysis
Using data for the sample involved in the factor analysis (N=2,080), exploratory analyses were undertaken to assess differences in performance on Usage and Reading subscores, as well as the summary Listening Comprehension section score, for subgroups of examinees classified by responses to background questions regarding gender, highest educational level attained, and patterns of use/exposure to English as a second language (ESL).
The latter variable reflects patterns of response to two different "Yes/ No" questions regarding, respectively, daily use of English and experience abroad in an English-speaking environment.
A univariate analysis was made of differences among the respective subgroups with respect to the each of the scores (LC, Usage and Reading) under consideration, using oneway analysis of variance. The univariate analysis was intended to permit a general evaluation of the relative differentiation of the subgroups on the variables involved, especially Usage and Reading.
It was supplemented by a multivariate (multiple discriminant) analysis of differences among compound categories reflecting joint responses to the three background questions with respect to performance on Usage and Reading. For the multiple discriminant analysis (MDA), 16 compound categories were formed, reflecting classification of the sample by gender (two categories), educational level (collapsed into two categories, namely, less than university level vs university or graduate level), and ESL use/exposure (four categories). The specific categories of educational level, English use/exposure and gender involved in the univariate analysis, as well as the 16 compound categories defined for the multiple discriminant analysis are shown in Table 7 .
The MDA was designed to permit a systematic assessment of the possibility that if treated separately the two Reading Comprehension item type part-scores might contribute information about group differences that is obscured by their joint inclusion in the Reading Comprehension score, based on a rationale to be developed in detail following consideration of the findings of the univariate analysis.
Univariate Analysis of Group Differences Table 8 shows descriptive statistics and results of oneway analysis of variance for subgroups reflecting differences in patterns of English use/exposure, educational level, and gender, respectively.
Values of Eta-squared (e.g., Guilford, 1950, pp. 316-318) with subgroups as the dependent variables are also shown for additional perspective, keeping in mind that when the number of categories for a dependent variable is small, Eta may tend to underestimate the correlation (see, for example, Guilford, 1950, p. 323) .
Analyses involving each background question included only examinees with test data who also responded to that question, hence Ns varied slightly for these analyses.
The subgroup means shown in Table 8 were expressed as deviations from the corresponding combined-sample means in combined-sample standard deviation units.
The corresponding z-scaled means are plotted in Figure 1 . Table 8 and Figure 1 it can be seen that performance on Listening Comprehension varies more with English use/exposure, which reflects experience beyond the classroom, than with educational level, which reflects differences in amount of (required) formal instruction in English as a foreign language. f The opposite pattern obtains for both Usage and Reading subscores. It may be seen in Figure  1 , for example, that examinees with less extensive formal education, that is, less than university level, had relatively lower means for Usage than for Reading whereas the opposite pattern was present albeit less pronounced for the highest two educational categories. On the other hand, when examinees are classified by English use/exposure, differences in Reading appear to be more pronounced than are differences in Usage; differences in Listening Comprehension appear to be more pronounced than are differences on either of the two readingrelated subtests.
From inspection of
Gender differences in performance are generally less pronounced than are the differences associated with educational level and ESL use/ exposure.
Although the observed differences are relatively slight as indexed by the Eta-squared values, they are nonetheless of interest because they suggest the possibility of differential patterns of Figure 1 +++Not Available in Electronic Form++++ performance by gender on Usage and Reading as well as Listening Comprehension: males performed slightly better than females on Usage, but females performed somewhat better than did males on both Listening Comprehension and Reading.
Multivariate Analysis of Group Differences
Results of the factor analysis suggest that a subscore reflecting performance on Reading items (parcels of which defined a factor labelled "Reading) tends to tap aspects of proficiency that are factorially independent of those tapped by a subscore reflecting performance on Incomplete Sentences and Error Recognition items (parcels of which marked a factor labelled "Usage"). Such independence suggests that part-scores based on the corresponding item types may tend to provide some unique information about individual or group differences that is obscured when they are summarized in the Reading Comprehension score. For example, groups may tend to differ not only in level of average performance on Usage and Reading (which together make up the summary RC score), but also with respect to patterns of average performance on the two partscores, for example, relatively better on Usage than on Reading or vice versa, as suggested by the univariate results. To explore this possibility, the method of multiple discriminant analysis (using procedures described in Norusis, 1990, pp. 1-42 ) was used to analyze differences among 16 groups reflecting joint classification of members of the total sample by gender, educational level (collapsed into two categories--less than university level vs. university or graduate level) and ESL use/exposure, with respect to scores on Usage and Reading.
Generally speaking, given observations on p test or other variables for members of G groups, multiple discriminant analysis yields either p or G-1 statistically uncorrelated functions (linear combinations of the p variables) whichever is smaller. Functions are derived in such a way that the first function (weighted linear composite of scores on the independent variables involved) accounts for the largest percentage of among-groups variation, the second, statistically independent linear function accounts for the second largest percentage, and so on. For an analysis such as that here under consideration (involving 16 groups and two independent variables) only two functions are derived. Given the nature of the groups and measures under consideration, the first function might be expected to reflect differences in level of performance on the Reading Comprehension (RC) section, which would be suggested by positive weighting of the two RC-component part-scores on that function. If there are subgroup differences with respect to relative levels of performance on Usage and Reading, this would be indicated by negative weighting for one of the part scores on the second discriminant function.
f Selected results of the multiple discriminant analysis analysis are summarized in Table 10a and 10b. Thus, for example, "Fem/higher edu/use, stay" includes 40 females with university or graduate level education who both use English in their work and spent some time in an English-speaking environment.
Findings summarized in Table 10a indicate that both discriminant functions convey statistically significant information about group differences.
The first function, which accounted for some 85 percent of variance among groups, reflects group differences in level of average performance on Reading and Usage and as indicated by the standardized discriminant coefficients (.47 for Usage and .62 for Reading), somewhat more so for Reading than for Usage.
The second (statistically independent) function reflects differences in patterns of performance on Usage and Reading for which the standardized coefficients were 1.29 and -1.23, respectively. Table 10b summarizes mean values for the 16 groups on each of the standardized discriminant functions.
The groups are arrayed generally from low to high in terms of average score on the first function. It can be seen that the four subgroups with highest scores on the first function are made up of university graduates without regard to gender who have had some experience in an English-speaking environment without regard to whether or not they use English in their work.
On the other hand, the four lowest scoring subgroups are made up of individuals educated at less than university level, again without regard to gender, who have had no experience in an English-speaking environment.
Regarding the second function, it is noteworthy that seven of the eight lowest scoring groups (those with negatively weighted means) are made up exclusively of females, while only two of the eight highest scoring groups are composed of males.
Thus, by inference, the second function appears to reflect gender-related differences in pattern of average performance on Usage relative to Reading (females tending to have relatively higher Reading than Usage scores, and vice versa for males) after controlling for level of performance on a composite of the two scores which reflects differences in level of performance. For present purposes it is sufficient to note that such differences would necessarily be obscured in an analysis of differences among these groups with respect to performance on Reading Comprehension (Usage plus Reading).
DISCUSSION
The findings that have been reviewed indicate a clear distinction between listening and nonlistening proficiency components, as reflected in the current division of item types in the TOEIC.
At the same time, the findings suggest the possibility of further potentially useful differentiation of "nonlistening" aspects of proficiency being tapped by the three item types in the TOEIC Reading Comprehension section. The findings lend support to a three-dimensional view of the TOEIC test as having the potential for measuring three related but psychometrically distinguishable ability or proficiency dimensions labelled "Listening Comprehension", "Reading" and "Usage", respectively.
Listening Comprehension would remain as currently defined by the four TOEIC test listening comprehension item types.
"Reading" would be defined by the "reading" item type, involving a short reading passage and questions that can be answered based on what is stated or implied in the passage (e.g., reading materials such as notices, advertisements, newspaper and magazine articles). "Usage" would be defined operationally by Error Recognition and Incomplete Sentences item types that provide relatively limited, sentence-level context and appear to call for relatively specific prior knowledge of formal aspects of the English language, per se (e.g., ability to recognize appropriate and inappropriate usage of words or phrases in sentences, knowledge of tense and so on, as well as lexicon).
Findings of both univariate and multivariate analyses of sub-group performance on Usage and Reading suggest that when treated separately these part-scores may provide potentially useful information about group differences--information that necessarily is obscured by their inclusion in a single, summary Reading Comprehension score.
Further research is needed to assess the extent to which findings based on Japanese and Korean samples are consistent for different forms of the TOEIC test and for samples from the other national/linguistic populations now being served by the TOEIC program.
It is also important to assess concurrent and discriminant validity properties of subscores reflecting performance on item types that marked the two reading-related dimensions identified in this study.
Such research should help to shed light on questions regarding the pragmatic implications of differences in relative performance on the two reading-related subdomains identified in this study. For an independent review and evaluation of the TOEIC test, see Perkins (1987; pp. 81-82) International, 1996) . Regularly scheduled national examinations requiring candidate pre-registration are offered in only two countries, namely, Japan and Korea, in the TOEIC Secure Program; in these two countries and in all other countries being served by the TOEIC program the majority of examinees are tested in their places of work by representatives of the respective national TOEIC agencies.
b.
Correlations at about this level were also reported for TOEIC-LC and/or TOEIC-R with concurrent direct measures of listening, reading, and writing that were developed ad hoc--direct listening and reading measures involved, for example, taped and written English stimuli, respectively, with questions and answers in Japanese.
After considering the findings reported by Woodford, TOEIC test content and other psychometric properties of the test, Perkins (1987, p. 82) , offered the following summary conclusions in an independent technical review:
"In sum, TOEIC is a standardized, highly reliable and valid measure of English, specifically designed to assess real-life reading and listening skills of candidates who will use English in a work context.
Empirical studies indicate that it is also a valid indirect measure of speaking and writing.
The items assess major grammatical structures and reading skills and, in addition to being an integrative test, TOEIC also appears to tap communicative competence in that the items require the examinee to utilize his or her sociolinguistic and strategic competence" (p. 82).
c.
Each of these two tests contains item types not found in the other; the TOEFL is designed for use in academic settings and the TOEIC is designed for use in workplace contexts, and test content differs accordingly (see Perkins, 1987 , for more on this latter point).
Their score scales are different and scores on the two tests are not interchangeable. d. A similar distinction has been found to obtain consistently in numerous studies involving the Test of English as a Foreign Language (see Hale, Rock and Jirele, 1989 , for a critical review of studies of TOEFL's internal structure in the context of their own comprehensive factor study; see also, Mckinley & Way, 1992 ).
e.
Some indirect empirical evidence of greater emphasis on reading-related skills than on listening/speaking skills in Japanese secondary-level EFL curricula is provided in a study (Wilson and Graves, 1999) of the performance of recent graduates of Japanese secondary schools on an ETS-developed ESL proficiency test designed for use in academic screening. In a sample assessed for placement in ESL by Temple University-Japan, scores on the reading section of the ESLproficiency test correlated more highly than did scores on the listening comprehension section with secondary-school grades in English as a foreign language.
f.
For further development of the rationale for employing multiple discriminant analysis to evaluate the extent to which itemtype part scores contributed independently to differentiation of subgroups in another testing context, see Wilson (1984 Wilson ( , 1986 .
